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* 
The Evaluation/Use Linkage 

If program evaluation, like basic research, existed only to 

improve knowledge in a particular area, its success could be 

measured exclusively in terms of the degree to which it had 

advanced understanding in that area. But although o n e  pu rpose  of 

program evaluation is indeed to contribute to such knowledge and 

understanding, another equally important purpose is to be useful in 

bringing information to bear on public program and policy decisions 

of several different types. While there is nothing new in this 

statement, it does mean that measuring evaluation success must not 

only include judgments about the degree of increase or improvement 

in knowledge brought by the evaluation, but also about the degree 

to which the evaluation was valuable to a particular user or 

audience in meeting a specific information need. Since it is 

obvious that all types of knowledge-producing evaluations may not 

be relevant to all audiences, this raises the question of how 

program evaluation can best be linked to the differing information 

needs of its various users. 

But to raise this question is simultaneously to raise a subset 

of component questions. For example, what kinds of information 

needs can an evaluation be expected to supply? And how do these 

needs differ for various users, or target audiences? Who are the 

typical users of an evaluation and what kinds of relationships, if 

any, exist among them? Should an evaluator, in designing a study, 

seek to bring information to one user only, or can many users be 

targeted by the same evaluation? H o w  do new programs differ from 

existing programs, and controversial programs from accepted pro- 

- 

grams, in their evaluative information needs? Are all types of 



evaluations likely to be useful at different times to different 

audiences, or are some information needs unique to particular 

functions, particular audiences, particular times, so that certain 

types of evaluations will be predictably more relevant to some 

users than to others? In sum, given a variety of demands -- that 
is, information needs stemming from a variety of users performing a 

variety of public functions -- and given also a variety in supply 
-- that is, the different program evaluation types available to 
meet those different needs -- how are demand and supply currently 
linked? How should they be linked? And, most importantly, how can 

that linkage be improved? 

This paper proposes to examine the linkage between program 

evaluation and its users at the federal level. In order to do so, 

it will explore the relationship between different types of 

functions and users, different types of information needs, 

different times in the life of a public program, and different 

types of evaluation studies. It will focus, not upon the qualities 

and failures of the evaluation types or upon the merits of the 

information needs, but upon the evaluation/use linkage itself. It 

will look both at the effective demand for evaluative information 

and at the supply of program evaluation types available to meet 

that demand. The purpose is not only to improve the targeting of 

program evaluations upon general information needs, but also to 

improve the targeting of specific types of evaluations upon 

specific Lypes of information needs, and, as a result, to improve 

the usefulness of evaluation findings for policy or program 

management decisionmaking, which is, of course, the subject of this 

Canadian evaluation conference. 
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Because the author's experience is largely with public pro- 

grams in the United States, the framework employed here is based on 

relationships existing in the American Government. Rut although 

parliamentary and presidential types of government are not the 

same, and although basic policymaking and program management 

functions are distributed differently in the two governmental 

cases, the functions themselves and the information needs deriving 

from them are sufficiently similar to make much of the analysis 

applicable in both cases. 

What Are the Purposes That Evaluation May Serve? 

Program evaluations serve both general audiences (such as the 

public or the media which are normally the ultimate users of many 

evaluations) and individual public decisionmakers with particular 

information needs. These decisionmakers may be in the executive or 

legislative branches of government, they may play management or 

policy roles .with respect to public programs, and they may need 

information from evaluation for three very broad kinds of purposes: 

0 for  policy formulation -- that is, with regard to public 
programs, to assess and/or justify the need for a new 

program; 

a for policy execution -- that is, to ensure that a program 
is implemented in the most cost/effective way; and 

0 for accountability in public decisionmaking -- that is, to 
7 

determine the effectiveness of an operating program and the 

need for its continuation, modification, or terminat ion. 

The purpose of policy formulation, as it applies to new programs, 

requires information from evaluation in at least three major areas: 
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(1) information on the problem or the threat addressed by the 

program; (2) information on the results of past programs or related 

efforts that attempted to deal with the problem or threat; and (3) 

information allowing the selection of one alternative program over 

another. The evaluative information required for policy execution, 

as it applies either to new or to existing programs, is quite 

different from that required for policy formulation. It includes: 

(1) information on program implementation (such as the degree to 

which the program is operational, how similar it is across sites, 

whether it conforms to the policies and expectations formulated, 

how much it Costs, how stakeholders feel about it, whether there 

are major problems of service delivery or error, fraud and abuse, 

etc.); (2) information on program management (such as the degree of 

control over expenditures, the qualifications and credentials of 

personnel, the allocation of resources, the use of program informa- 

tion in decisionmaking, etc.); and ( 3 )  ongoing information on the 

current state of the problem addressed by the program. The purpose 

of accountability, as it applies to both new and existing programs, 

requires information from evaluation which again differs markedly 

from that required for the other two policy purposes. Here evalua- 

tions must emphasize: (1) information on program outcomes; ( 2 )  

information on the degree to which the program made, or is making, 

a difference (that is, the program's impact on the problem or 

threat addressed); and ( 3 )  information on the unexpected (as well 

as the expected) effects of the program. These different types of 

evaluative information needs that are related to the three kinds of 

general policy purposes have implications, of course, for the types 
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of evaluations that are most appropriate to the particular informa- 

tion need. This point will be discussed later on in some detail. 

What Are the Typical Functions or Roles 

of Evaluation Users and How Do They Differ? 

Who, then, are the typical governmental users of evaluative 

information developed for the three policy purposes, how do their 

functions or roles differ, and to whom are they accountable? Among 

the types of executive and legislative branch decisionmakers in the 

United States who need and use evaluative information to serve one 

or more of these purposes are the following six: 

In the executive branch 

a program managers, 

a agency heads and top policymakers in a given agency or 

department, and 

0 central government budget and policy authorities. 

In the legislative branch 

0 the four legislative agencies, that is, the Congres- 

sional Research Service (CRS), the General Accounting 

Office (GAO), the Office of Technology Assessment (OTA), 

and the Congressional Budget Office (CBO), 

authorization, appropriations, and budget committees, 

and 

0 oversight committees. 

Executive branch program managers seek evaluative information 

to plan, implement, manage, and eventually modify their programs so 

as to make them as cost/effective as possible. Their account- 

ability for this work is essentially to the head of their agency or 
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to its top policymakers. The functions and roles of the latter, 

however, require somewhat different types of evaluative information 

than do those of program managers. For example, a departmental 

secretary is less interested than a program manager in detailed 

program information but will instead need data to determine and/or 

justify the need for a new program, to assess the effectiveness of 

an operating program, or to review the need to continue or modify a 

program. The accountability of an agency's top managers is both to 

the Administration (i-e., to the Office of Management and Budget 

(OMB) as well as to the policymaking Executive Office of the 

President) and to the Congress (through its authorization, 

appropriations, budget, and oversight committees). With regard to 

staff from OMB and the Executive Office, these decisionmakers -- in 
their central budget and policy functions -- may also look to 
evaluation to inform them on the effectiveness of a program or to 

help in the decision to continue, cut or otherwise change it. 

Their accountability is to the President. 

In the legislative branch, Congressional authorization, appro- 

priations, and budget committees use evaluation findings essen- 

tially as contributing information to program funding or refunding 

decisions. Congressional oversight committees, on the other hand, 

rely on evaluation not only to supply findings about agency 

programs but also to bring information about how agencies are 

performing their various functions (such as personnel and resource 

management for example, or the manner in which an agency has 

organized itself to conduct evaluation or to ensure internal 
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controls). Although all four of these types of congressional com- 

mittees may use executive agency-produced evaluation findings in 

their negotiation and decisionmaking processes, they also rely on 

evaluation findings from independent sources such as universities, 

consulting firms and other groups. They may use those findings 

directly, through the work of congressional staff, or indirectly, 

through the proxy of one or another of the four legislative 

agencies. CRS may, for example, report findings to congressional 

sponsors from a wide variety of evaluations in an "issues" paper 

for legislative use. The GAO, which has the congressional mandate 

for performing program evaluations, may either report its own 

findings to the Congress, or analyze evaluation findings from many 

different sources to inform the Congress, or critique methodo- 

logical or technical aspects of existing evaluations when findings 

conflict (or appear to conflict). OTA may use evaluation findings 

as a foundation from which to forecast technological impacts, and 

250 may use them as part of the empirical base on which to con- 

struct the likely outcomes of alternative economic policies. The 

accountability of the legislative agencies is to the Congress; the 

Congress' accountability, like that of the President, is, of 

course, to the public via regular general elections. 

The six different types of evaluation users, then, have some 

purposes in common and some that are uniquely their own. A s  a 

result, there are some areas of evaluative information need that 

they share and some that are distinct. Only a program manager or 

the GAO, for example, may need to receive fine-grained information 
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o n  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  and  o p e r a t i o n a l  i s s u e s  s p e c i f i c  t o  o n e  o r  two 

loca l  s i tes  i n  a l a rge  n a t i o n a l  program. Y e t ,  e v e n  t h o u g h  t h e r e  

may n o t  be many a u d i e n c e s  f o r  t h i s  i n f o r m a t i o n ,  it may be  c r u c i a l  

t o  t h e  n e e d s  o f  t h o s e  t w o  users. On t h e  o t h e r  h a n d ,  e v a l u a t i o n  

f i n d i n g s  on :  

t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  a program,  

0 c l i e n t  s a t i s f a c t i o n  o r  f r u s t r a t i o n  w i t h  p rogram s e r v i c e s ,  

a t h e  v i e w s  o f  p rogram s t a k e h o l d e r s ,  

e t r e n d s  i n  t h e  problem(s1 a d d r e s s e d  by  t h e  program, o r  

0 c h a n g e s  in  t h e  d i m e n s i o n s  o r  f o c u s  o f  t h e  program 

are l i k e l y  t o  be  h e l p f u l  t o  a l l  users ,  and may i n t e r e s t  g e n e r a l  

a u d i e n c e s  a s  w e l l .  

However,  t h e  d e g r e e  o f  d e t a i l  needed  by u s e r s  f rom e v a l u a t i v e  

i n f o r m a t i o n  which  a l l  o f  them may w a n t ,  w i l l  d i f f e r  d e p e n d i n g  upon 

t h e  user ' s  s p e c i f i c  f u n c t i o n ,  p u r p o s e ,  and p a r t i c u l a r  a c c o u n t -  

a b i l i t y .  A Member o f  C o n g r e s s ,  f o r  example ,  may need  t o  be aware 

o n l y  o f  t h e  major f i n d i n g s  o f  a program e v a l u a t i o n ,  w h e r e a s  a n  

a g e n c y  head  -- who may b e  c a l l e d  upon by OMB, t h e  P r e s i d e n t ,  o r  t h e  

C o n g r e s s  t o  d e f e n d  t h e  p rogram o r  e x p l a i n  t h e  f i n d i n g s  -- w i l l  

r e q u i r e  a much more d e t a i l e d  knowledge  of t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  pro- 

duced .  T h i s  means t h a t  a l t h o u g h  t h e  b a s i c  i n f o r m a t i o n  p roduced  by 

a n  e v a l u a t i o n  may be u s e f u l  t o  several  d i f f e r e n t  a u d i e n c e s ,  d i f f e r -  

e n t  v e r s i o n s  o f  t h a t  i n f o r m a t i o n ,  p r e s e n t i n g  d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s  of 

d e t a i l ,  may be  needed .  

The q u e s t i o n  of t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  o f  a p a r t i c u l a r  e v a l u a t i o n  

t o  m u l t i p l e  u s e r  n e e d s  i s  o n e  t h a t  e v a l u a t o r s  o u g h t  t o  c o n s i d e r  

v e r y  c a r e f u l l y .  E v a l u a t i o n s  a re  so f e w  i n  number,  and t h e  i d e a  o f  
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serving several users with the same evaluation is so attractive 

that a danger exists of introducing information distortion inadver- 

tently. Explicit statements by the evaluators about the objectives 

and limitations of the evaluation are needed to ensure that an 

evaluation performed, say, for an agency head's information, to 

learn the opinions of practitioners or stakeholders about a program 

is not interpreted by a secondary user -- the press, for example -- 
as an evaluation of program effectiveness. 

Further, the ability to serve multiple users is always con- 

strained by the need for an evaluation to answer the precise 

question(s) posed by the primary user, and the need for the con- 

clusiveness of the answer(s1 given to match that user's particular 

information need. For example, it is reasonable to undertake an 

expensive, large-scale effectiveness evaluation when the primary 

user must have the most conclusive information p o s s i b l e .  Rut if an 

evaluation user's objective is to negotiate rather than to legis- 

late, or to develop some general information in an area where 

little currently exists, then less conclusive -- and less costly 
-- information may be both appropriate and desirable. 

Finally, it is probably important to point out an essential 

difference between evaluative information designed for executive 

branch and legislative branch users. While both branches need 

evaluative evidence on, say, the need for a program as part of 

their policy-formulating role (that is, their planning or authoriz- 

ing functions), and while they both need evidence of efficiency and 

effectiveness to support their accountability role in their 

administrative and legislative oversight processes, it is the 
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A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  which  is  c h a r g e d  w i t h  p o l i c y  e x e c u t i o n  and t h e  

A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  which a c t u a l l y  imp lemen t s  p rograms .  A s  

a r e s u l t ,  e x e c u t i v e  b r a n c h  program manager s  and -- t o  a l e s se r  

d e g r e e  -- a g e n c y  h e a d s ,  may o f t e n  ( a n d  q u i t e  p r o p e r l y )  b e  v i r t u a l l y  

t h e  sole  users o f  c e r t a i n  t y p e s  of d e t a i l e d  e v a l u a t i v e  i n f o r m a t i o n  

which  s u p p o r t s  d e c i s i o n m a k i n g  a b o u t  p rogram o p e r a t i o n s .  

T h i s  s u g g e s t s  t h a t ,  a s  a g e n e r a l  r u l e ,  e v a l u a t o r s ,  i n  t h i n k i n g  

a b o u t  t h e  e v e n t u a l  u s e  o f  t h e i r  e v a l u a t i o n s ,  c a n  e x p e c t  t h e i r  work 

on program e f f e c t i v e n e s s  and on  t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  and l o g i c  of 

p r o p o s e d  new p rograms  t o  be  more v a l u a b l e  t o  a g r e a t e r  v a r i e t y  o f  

s e c o n d a r y  users t h a n  t h e i r  work o n  program o p e r a t i o n s .  

How D o  E v a l u a t i v e  I n f o r m a t i o n  Needs  D i f f e r  

f o r  N e w  Programs V e r s u s  Old  Ones? F o r  

AcceDted P rourams  V e r s u s  C o n t r o v e r s i a l  P rourams?  

I n f o r m a t i o n  n e e d s  a re  n o t  o n l y  d i f f e r e n t  f o r  d i f f e r e n t  users;  

t h e y  a l s o  d i f f e r  a s  be tween  new and e x i s t i n g  p rograms .  A new pro- 

gram h a s  a need  f o r  p l a n n i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n  t h a t  a n  e x i s t i n g  program 

t y p i c a l l y  d o e s  n o t  p r e s e n t .  R u t  a n  e x i s t i n g  program n e e d s  e f f e c -  

t i v e n e s s  and o t h e r  i n f o r m a t i o n  on a p e r i o d i c  b a s i s  t h a t  c a n  o n l y  b e  

o b t a i n e d  when a program h a s  been  f u l l y  o p e r a t i o n a l  f o r  some t i m e .  

I n f o r m a t i o n  n e e d s  a r e  a l s o  a f f e c t e d  by  a program's d i m e n s i o n s ,  

l i f e  c y c l e ,  and by t h e  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  s u r r o u n d i n g  it. I n  a new 

program, f o r  e x a m p l e ,  i t  makes a d i f f e r e n c e ,  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  

e v i d e n c e  r e q u i r e d  t o  j u s t i f y  i t s  n e e d ,  i f  t h e  program is l a r g e  or 

sma l l ,  e x p e n s i v e  o r  m o d e s t ,  c o n t r o v e r s i a l  or c o n s e n s u a l ,  p r e s e n t i n g  

many unknowns o r  i n s t e a d ,  c l e a r l y  f e a s i b l e .  A l a rge  and e x p e n s i v e  

program n e e d s  s t r o n g e r  e v a l u a t i v e  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  t h a n  d o e s  a smal l ,  
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modes t  o n e ,  b e c a u s e  o f  a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  t o  t h e  t a x p a y e r .  T h i s  is  

o f t e n  i m p o r t a n t  f o r  d e f e n s e  p rograms  ( l i k e  t h e  EIX missile and B 1  

bomber,  f o r  example) wh ich  cost  a g r e a t  dea l  and whose l o g i c  and 

a s s u m p t i o n s  are  t y p i c a l l y  s u b j e c t  t o  e x t e n s i v e  d e b a t e ,  f i r s t  w i t h i n  

t h e  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  and t h e n ,  by  t h e  C o n g r e s s ,  and  i n  t h e  p r e s s .  

Even when new p rograms  are  smal l ,  however ,  t h e y  need  t o  have  

a v e r y  sound b a s i s  and  r a t i o n a l e  i f  t h e y  are  c o n t r o v e r s i a l .  A 

r e c e n t  example  was t h e  Reagan A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ' s  p r o p o s a l  t o  end t h e  

moratorium o n  t h e  p r o d u c t i o n  o f  n e r v e  g a s  and t o  b e g i n  augmen t ing  

t h e  e x i s t i n g  s t o c k p i l e  o f  u n i t a r y  weapons w i t h  new " b i n a r y "  

weapons.  The a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  r e q u e s t e d  were n o t  l a r g e ,  as d e f e n s e  

p rograms  go. However,  e m o t i o n s  s u r r o u n d i n g  t h e  i s s u e  of c h e m i c a l  

w a r f a r e  r u n  h i g h ,  t h e  m o r a t o r i u m  had e x i s t e d  f o r  many y e a r s ,  t h e  

A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ' s  case f o r  e n d i n g  t h e  moratorium and s t a r t i n g  

p r o d u c t i o n  on  b i n a r y  weapons was n o t  s u p p o r t e d  by s t r o n g  e v i d e n c e ,  

and t h e  C o n g r e s s  r e j e c t e d  p r o d u c t i o n  o f  a n y  new c h e m i c a l  weapons.  

Proposed programs whose s c i e n t i f i c  o r  t e c h n o l o g i c a l  f e a s i -  

b i l i t y  i s  s t i l l  u n c l e a r  a l so  need  t o  h a v e  sound log ic  and  con- 

v i n c i n g  p r e s u m p t i o n s  of e f f e c t i v e n e s s  b e h i n d  them. When f e a s i -  

b i l i t y  p r o b l e m s  are  r e a l ,  t h e y  are  sure t o  s u r f a c e  i n  t h e  d e b a t e  on 

f u n d i n g ,  and s h o u l d  t h e r e f o r e  be  p e r s u a s i v e l y  a d d r e s s e d  i n  t h e  

program r a t i o n a l e .  Y e t  i t  sometimes h a p p e n s  t h a t  a n  a g e n c y  may 

b e l i e v e  a new r e s e a r c h  program is n e e d e d ,  and t h a t  i t s  f e a s i b i l i t y  

p r o b l e m s  c a n n o t  b e  r e s o l v e d  w i t h o u t  f e d e r a l  f u n d s .  Under  t h o s e  

c i r c u m s t a n c e s ,  t h e  t e m p t a t i o n  c a n  be v e r y  g r e a t  t o  m i n i m i z e  t h e  

f e a s i b i l i t y  p r o b l e m s  so as t o  o b t a i n  a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  pro- 

gram. W h i l e  t h i s  s t r a t e g y  may work o v e r  t h e  s h o r t  term, it  t e n d s  

t o  m i s l e a d  p o l i c y m a k e r s ,  t o  c rea te  o v e r o p t i m i s t i c  e x p e c t a t i o n s  f o r  
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t h e  p roqram,  and t o  g i v e  c r e d e n c e  t o  a h i g h l y  s i m p l i s t i c  and 

m y t h i c a l  v iew o f  t h e  research p r o c e s s .  I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  by 

m i n i m i z i n g  t e c h n i c a l  p r o b l e m s ,  t h e  i m p l i c a t i o n  is t h a t :  

( i )  r e s e a r c h  r e g u l a r l y  u n c o v e r s  new i d e a s  t h a t  ( i i )  are 
t h e n  f e d  i n t o  t h e  h a n d s  o f  deve lopmen t  e n g i n e e r s  who 
( i i i )  n e a t l y  e s t a b l i s h  t h e  t e c h n i c a l  and  economic  
f e a s i b i l i t y  o f  a new g a d g e t  o r  t e c h n o l o g y  which  ( i v )  
c a n  t h e n  b e  i n t r o d u c e d  smoo th ly  i n t o  e f f i c i e n t  pro-  
d u c t i o n ,  and t h u s  ( v )  t h e  r e s e a r c h - t o - p r o d u c t i o n  p r o c e s s  
e f f o r t l e s s l y  s o l v e s  some prob lem o r  meets some n a t i o n a l  
need.  ( N i c h o l s ,  S c i e n c e ,  1 9 7 1 )  

Of course,  t h e  long- t e rm e f f e c t  o f  t h i s  o v e r s i m p l i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  

r e s e a r c h  process -- which  by  i t s  n a t u r e  is i t e r a t i v e ,  n o n - l i n e a r ,  

c r e a t i v e ,  and  h i g h l y  s e r e n d i p i t o u s  -- w i l l  b e  t h e  q u a s i - c e r t a i n t y  

of  n e g a t i v e  e v a l u a t i o n  f i n d i n g s  i f  t h e  p r o g r a m ' s  e v a l u a t i o n  s h o u l d  

m i s t a k e n l y  s t r u c t u r e  i t s  c r i t e r i a  f o r  s u c c e s s  on  t h e  a g e n c y ' s  

rhetor ic .  T h i s  is b e c a u s e  t h e  presence of s i g n i f i c a n t  t e c h n i c a l  

unknowns i n  a program means  t h a t  e v e n t s  a re  l i k e l y  t o  be u n p r e d i c t -  

a b l e  and t h a t  major p r o b l e m s  may a r i se  i n  deve lopmen t  o r  t e s t i n g  

t h a t  c o u l d  cos t  a l o t  o f  money and t a k e  a l o n g  t i m e  t o  s o l v e .  

The p o i n t  h e r e  is t h a t  o v e r s i m p l i f y i n g  and o v e r p r o m i s i n g  a b o u t  

what  e v i d e n c e  is  a v a i l a b l e  t o  r a t i o n a l i z e  f u n d i n g  f o r  a new program 

c a n  m i s f i r e  b a d l y .  One r e s u l t  j u s t  d i s c u s s e d  i s  t h a t  e v a l u a t i o n  

f i n d i n g s  f o r  t h e  program may be m e a n i n g l e s s  i f  the p r o g r a m ' s  

o b j e c t i v e s  were o v e r s t a t e d  and u n a c h i e v a b l e  f rom t h e  s t a r t .  An- 

o t h e r  r e s u l t  is t h a t  e f f o r t s  t o  dea l  w i t h  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  f a i l u r e s  

( e . g . ,  by m o d i f y i n g  o b j e c t i v e s ,  c o n t i n u i n g  t o  t e s t  and  r e t e s t ,  

e t c . )  c a n  c a u s e  a f u r t h e r  s t r e t c h i n g  o u t  of what  may a l r e a d y  have  

been a l o n g  deve lopmen t  c y c l e .  A t h i r d  -- and p e r h a p s  t h e  most 

i m p o r t a n t  -- r e s u l t  i s  t h a t  t h e  c r e d i b i l i t y  o f  t h e  o v e r p r o m i s e r s  

i n e v i t a b l y  s u f f e r s  o v e r  t h e  l o n g  term a s ,  o n e  a f t e r  t h e  o t h e r ,  t h e  

12 



n e g a t i v e  e v a l u a t i o n  f i n d i n g s  come i n  a n  programs about  which  so 

v e r y  much had Seen  p r o m i s e d .  

A l l  of t h i s  u n d e r s c o r e s  t h e  t r u l y  c r i t i c a l  need  f o r  e v a l u a t i v e  

i n f o r m a t i o n  -- and f o r  a n  e v a l u a t i v e  mechanism c a p a b l e  o f  i n t e r -  

v e n i n g  -- i n  t h e  p o l i c y - f o r m u l a t i o n  process t h a t  g e n e r a t e s  new 

p rograms .  T h i s  is e s p e c i a l l y  i m p o r t a n t  f o r  new programs t h a t  are 

c o n t r o v e r s i a l  and f o r  t h o s e  t h a t  p r e s e n t  s i g n i f i c a n t  s c i e n t i f i c  o r  

t e c h n i c a l  unknowns. 

How D o  t h e  P u r p o s e s ,  F u n c t i o n s  and  

A c c o u n t a b i l i t i e s  of E v a l u a t i o n  Users 

Shape  T h e i r  S p e c i f i c  I n f o r m a t i o n  Needs  

Vis-a-vis N e w  and E x i s t i n g  P rograms?  

Given  s i x  t y p e s  o f  e v a l u a t i o n  users w i t h  d i f f e r i n g  f u n c t i o n s ,  

a c c o u n t a b i l i t i e s ,  and g e n e r a l  i n f o r m a t i o n  n e e d s  v i s - a - v i s  p u b l i c  

p rograms ,  w h a t  c a n  b e  s a i d  a b o u t  t h e i r  s p e c i f i c  i n f o r m a t i o n  n e e d s ?  

A r e  these q u i t e  d i s t i n c t  f rom each o t h e r  o r  are  t h e r e  a reas  o f  

commonal i ty?  T a b l e  I l i s t s  e x a m p l e s  o f  s p e c i f i c  e v a l u a t i v e  i n f o r -  

m a t i o n  n e e d s  e a c h  user m i g h t  be  e x p e c t e d  t o  h a v e ,  b a s e d  on  p u r p o s e ,  

f u n c t i o n ,  a c c o u n t a b i l i t y ,  and on  w h e t h e r  o r  n o t  t h e  p rogram i s  a n  

e x i s t i n g  o n e  o r  a new one .  

Each o f  t h e  e x a m p l e s  of i n f o r m a t i o n  need  shown i n  t h e  t a b l e  is 

d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  f u n c t i o n s  o r  roles  o f  a p a r t i c u l a r  u se r .  

Thus ,  t h e  l i k e l y  r e l e v a n c e  t o  o t h e r  users  o f  e a c h  piece o f  e v a l u a -  

t i v e  i n f o r m a t i o n  g e n e r a t e d  i n  s u p p o r t  o f  a n  i n f o r m a t i o n  need  c a n  be  

t r a c k e d  across t h e  co lumns  o f  t h e  t a b l e .  For e x a m p l e ,  it is c l e a r  

f rom T a b l e  I t h a t  e v a l u a t i v e  i n f o r m a t i o n  which  c a n  b e  used  t o  

m o n i t o r  and a n a l y z e  t h e  problem o r  t h r e a t  a d d r e s s e d  by  a n  e x i s t i n g  

program i s  n o t  o n l y  u s e f u l  t o  t h e  p rogram manage r ,  b u t  a l s o  t o  t h e  

1 3  



. v .  

TYPE OF 
PROGRAM 

NEW 

PROGRAM 

PROPOSAL 

8 

NEWLY 

IMPLEMENTEC 

OR EXlSTlNG 

PROGRAM 

111 
USER E~Qrir t lvr  Branch Prnqram 
T a n a g e r  

FUNClION Policy Ererution 
-Proqram Ptanninq 

Implementation and 
Ellertivrnrss 

ACCOUNlABILITY lo Aqrncy 
Head or TOP Aqenrv 
Policymakrrs 

INFORMATION NEEDS _______ 
Program Planning 

For Example 

Monitoring and analysis 01 the 
problem, threat 

Ellertivenpss 01 pa=.! ellorts Io 
solve the problem, or related 
problem or threat 

-Comparative costs and benefits 
of alternative program options 

Logic 01 relationship b t w e e n  
problem thrral  and program 
assumptions 

Determination of likely leasibilily. 
costs. acceptahililv and 
ellectiveness vis a v s  problem 

Assurance 01 Fiiture Inlormation 

For Example 

Pdol lest 
Evaluation design 
Internal controls 
Audit plan 
Data systrm drsiqn lo monitor 
problem, program 

INFORMAIION MdD> 
Program Implementation 

For Example 

costs 
Extent operational 
Size ~lpoprr lat ton b e q  servrd 
compared to experlalions 

Practitioner salislartion 
Client satislaction 
Degree 01 error fraud abuse 
Relationship 01 program as 
implrmenled to legislattvr arid 
administration intrnt  

monitnrinq 
Rrsirlls of prohlem lhleal 

Program EfleclivPness 

For Example 

Outcomes of the program 
Impact madr hy the proqrain on 

Expected, unexpected ellerts 
the problem. threat 

Program __ Decisions 

For Example 

Modilicatton 
Reevaliiahon 

12) ’ 

USER F~PCIIIIVC Oranrli Aqrncv 
T r a r l  lop Aqrnry Pnltcvmakrr 

FUNCTION Policy Formulalihn and 
Erectition AdministralivP 
Program Overstqlrl 

ACCOUNTABILITY To Cpnlral 
Riidgrtary and Poliry AllJlioritirs 
to the President and Io 111r 
Congress 

INFORMAIION NEEDS 

Program Decisions 

FOI Eaample 

Results 01 program manager s 
analysis 

Critique 01 program planninq 
ellort 

Comparative costs hPnPlits and 
hiidgetary impart VIS a vis nllirr 
aqency proqrains and qrnrral  
administration poliry 

Constituency slakeholdrr , and 
legislalivr acreptahilitv of 
program 

prohlern threat , . Continued monitorinq ol 

Evaluation Drcisions 

For Frample 

drvrloprd 

rvaliralioii approval 

Kinds nl l i i t i r r r  inlorinaliori to hn 

In Imirc.e y a n l  nr c o ~ I * ” *  I 

INFORMATION NELDED 
Program Decisions 

For Example 

Monitoring 01 cost$ stakrholrler 
satislaction levels 01 rrror 
lraud or nliiisr 

Assessmrnl 01 prngram 
rl lerl iveness Iindings 

Determination of continuinq 
nrPd lor pmqram n r  trioqram 
roiriponrnls 

Analysis 01 program s hudgrlarv 
Imparl o n  agency 

Mnnttorinq 01 prohlpin thrra l  
Program rontiniiation oi 

morltlocatton deristnns 

Evaluation Derisions 

For Exnmplr 

Assessmrnl 01 inlormatinn qapq 
Agenda for devrlopmrnt id 

missinq n r  inadrqiiatr 
inlor matton 

ACCOUNIAOILITY lo 1111. 
Prrsirlenl 

INFORMAllON NEEDS 

Prngrain Derisions 

For f warnple 

141 
USER Lrgislalivr Ornnrh Aqenrws 

f r R S  (;A0 O I A  andCBO) 

f UNCllON Policy Formulation and 
Ovrrsvght Biirlgrt Analvsis 
Aiidit anif Evaliialion Support $0 
l lw (-nnq,Pss 

- 

ACCOUNIARII IlV To llir Tonqress -__- 

Review ol Prograin Planning --___ 
rnr FwmlrlP 

Fxamination nl Pvidrnre 
prrsrnterl m siipporl ol proqram 

Vrti l iration 01 altrrnatives IO 
proqram ronsidrred 

Assrssnrrnt nl prnqiam Inqic 
relalrd In prnhlern iir threat 

Rranalysis of l ikrly leasihdlty 
costs b n r l i l s  and hirdgetary 
imtiart 01 program 

Enaminatinn 01 coiitrnls against 
prior. fraiid and ahirse 

Rrv i rw  ol evaluation and data 
syslrm drsiqn 

ReLommrndalions 

in1 f xamplr 

Ollwr optinns 
Evaluation aiidil langiiagr 

INFORMATION NEEDS 

Program Review 

Fnr Example 

Methodologiral revirw of 
iinplPmenlalion lindings 

Meltindological review ol 
ellea Itveness Iondings 

R r  analysis 01 costs and benrltts 
R rv t rw  r i l  program managrmrnt 
Oiiqiitnl w v w w  ol program 

m(iIPnienta1ion of 
~ l l r i  l ivrnrss 

Analysis til agency drrisions 
Awlysts nl present and lulure 
hiidqrlary impacts 

Atialysts 01 cirrrenl trends in the 
prritilrm threat addrersed hv 
11w frrngram 

Rrcorrrnwndaltons 

r FWIU~IP 

(51 
Legislative Branch Authori 

zation. Appropriations and 
Budget Committees 

Oversight Enactment 01 Priority 
Programs Within B u d g ~ t  
Constraints 

FUNCTION Policy Formulation and 

ACCOUNIABILIW Io the Public 

Program Decisions 

for Example 

Results of execulive branch 
analyses (program proposal and 
rationale) 

Results 01 analvses by legislative 
branch agencies 

Review by committee stall 
Hearrngs/debale 
Assessment by commilleas 01 
strength 01 consliluency/ con. 
gressronal suumrl  lor program 
vrrsus comminee priorities and 
budge! constrainlz 

Evaluation Decisions 

For Example 

Audit. evaluation language 
Modifications to program or 

Data rollection 
rvaluation plans 

INFORMATION NEEDS- 

Program Decisions 

For Example 

RCSUIIS 01 executive branch 
evaluations and audits 

Results 01 legislative hranch 
me!liodological reviews 01 
findings 

Review by commiltee stall 
Assessment by committee 01 
rontinired need and support lor 
program in view 01 budget 
constraints and status of 
problem/ threat 

Determtriatton 01 program 
malil icalions 

Evaluation Decisions 

Fcir Example 

Mandate aspects ol to the evaluate program or audit 

Clianqes in program regulations 
such a5 data rolleclion 
rrqulrenlenls elr  

(6) 
Legislative Branch 

Oversight Committees 

and Management 

ACCOUNTABILITY To the PublH: 

INFORMATION NEEDS 

Program Dscismns 

F a  Enamdo 

-Assassnwnl d ovmsight needs 
- R W i W  tor the Ot pragrem bQlSlStlW mWleS’  

analvws d IlLelv program 
leasiblttv. cost and 
C l l e c t l W ~ s 9  

Renaw 01 plans lor controls. 
audit. waluation. and 
management 

Eyaluatton Decisions 

For Exampla 

AudWevsluabon language 
-Modilsatms to program. 

.Data collectton 

cvaluatton. or menegsmen~ 
plans 

E FORMATION NEEDS 

Program Decisions 

For Erample 

-Ana)y3is 01 tho rwuhs d all 
evaluations. awhls. and  

executive analvses parlormad branch 
by the 

Reaulls 01 iegislalivo agencies 
reanalvsis or waIuetmns 

-Assessment of match between 
implemented pogfam and 
legislative intent 

Examination of mncv 
management d prooram end d 
contrd syslems 

Delerminatton d program/ 
agency modifications 

Evaluation Decisions 

For Erample 

Mandale IO evaluele a audit 
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agency head, to legislative agencies and to congressional com- 

mittees of both types. In the same way, for a new program, the 

program manager's analytical justification of that program will be 

examined over and over by a bevy of other evaluation users. On the 

other hand, the information need for comparative evaluation of 

competing programs in terms of Administration policy goals is 

likely to be restricted in some measure to 0NB and to the White 

House 

Looking across the columns of Table I, an important distinc- 

tion to be made among the six user groups is that although all 

groups may need evaluative information in support of their func- 

tions, not all are responsible for producing them. In fact, if 

evaluation producers are distinguished from evaluation reviewers 

and users, then the six groups of evaluation users can be collapsed 

into four, because two groups -- the program managers and legisla- 
tive agency staff -- are responsible for developing a large part of 
the evaluative information required. The evaluative work done by 

these producers (who are, of course, often users as well) is then 

available for re-analysis and re-use by policymakers in both execu- 

tive and legislative branches. * 
Again, looking at Table I and bearing in mind the three policy 

purposes discussed earlier -- policy formulation, policy execution, 

*The responsibilities for evaluation production and use given here 
describe current American norms, which have developed in a fairly 
ad hoc manner. This situation differs in other countries, notably 
in Canada, where the process has been carefully developed and 
where the deputy head of an agency has the overall responsibility 
for producing and using evaluations of agency programs, see the 
1983 Report of the Auditor General of Canada on Program 
Evaluation. 
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and accountability -- five basic program activities, performed in 
varying degrees across the spectrum of evaluation users, can be 

derived. These are: 

(1) planning and rationalizing a program and its evaluation, 

(2) implementing and managing a program, 

( 3 )  justifying the effectiveness of program implementation 

and management, 

(4) demonstrating the effectiveness of a program, and 

( 5 )  

All of these activities call for specific types of evaluative 

measuring ongoing problem or program progress. 

information which, of course, needs to be produced before it can be 

used or reviewed. But among the users of evaluation, which ones 

are also producers, and how does that affect the linkages between 

evaluation and use? 

What Is the Distribution of Producers, 

Reviewers and Users of Evaluation 

in Terms of the Five Program Activities? 

Table I1 examines the five activities listed above in terms of 

the role of the evaluation user in producing, reviewing, or using 

the evaluative information generated in support of the activities. 

For the five activities requiring evaluative information, the table 

shows considerable congruence with regard to the use -- if not the 
production -- of the evaluative information by the four groups. 
For example, knowledge needed by all reviewers and users of a new 

program proposal (included in Table 11, first column on the left) 

necessarily involves several types of evaluative information, some 
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of whose d i m e n s i o n s  were a l r e a d y  o u t l i n e d  i n  T a b l e  I .  Program 

m a n a g e r s ,  e x e c u t i v e  b r a n c h  a g e n c y  h e a d s  and c e n t r a l  a u t h o r i t i e s ,  as 

w e l l  a s  l e g i s l a t i v e  a g e n c i e s  and committees, a l l  n e e d ,  and are  

a c c o u n t a b l e  f o r ,  e v i d e n c e  o f  t h e  p rob lem o r  t h r e a t  t h a t  a p r o p o s e d  

new p rogram is  d e s i g n e d  t o  s o l v e  o r  meet, and e v i d e n c e  t h a t  t h e  

program is l i k e l y  t o  s o l v e  t h a t  p rob lem or  meet t h a t  t h r e a t .  Such 

e v i d e n c e  c a n  come f rom e v a l u a t i o n s  t h a t  (1) d e v e l o p  b a s i c  d a t a  o n  

wha t  i s  known a b o u t  t h e  p rob lem b e i n g  a d d r e s s e d  by t h e  new program 

o r  a b o u t  programs o f  t h e  p a s t  which  a d d r e s s e d  t h a t  p rob lem;  ( 2 )  

i d e n t i f y  knowledge  gaps -- t h a t  is, d e t e r m i n e  wha t  is n o t  known 

a b o u t  t h e  p rob lem and a b o u t  p r o g r a m s  of t h e  p a s t  t o  a d d r e s s  i t  -- 
so a s  t o  a c c u r a t e l y  estimate t h e  l i k e l i h o o d  o f  program s u c c e s s ;  ( 3 )  

d i s t i n g u i s h  t h e  r e l a t i v e  merits of p a s t  p o s i t i o n s  t a k e n  by  

t h e o r i s t s ,  a n a l y s t s  and  a d v o c a t e s  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  program or 

p o l i c y  -- e s p e c i a l l y  c o n f l i c t i n g  p o s i t i o n s ;  and ( 4 )  assess t h e  

p r i o r  f i n d i n g s  o f  e f f o r t s  d e s i g n e d  t o  d e t e r m i n e  t h e  e f f e c t s  o f  

imp lemen t ing  a l t e r n a t i v e  p o l i c i e s  o r  programs. 

- 

I n  a s imi la r  way, f o r  a n  implemented  o r  e x i s t i n g  program,  t h e  

same r e v i e w e r s  and users  w i l l  r e q u i r e  some l e v e l  o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  o n  

t h e  o p e r a t i o n a l  r e a l i t i e s  o f  t h e  program, on  i t s  e f f e c t i v e n e s s ,  and 

on i t s  p r e s e n t  and f u t u r e  b u d g e t a r y  impacts. 

However, a l t h o u g h  t h e  g e n e r i c  n e e d s  may b e  t h e  same, t h e  

s p e c i f i c  i n f o r m a t i o n  need  o f  each u s e r  and t h e  l e v e l  o f  a n a l y s i s  

r e q u i r e m e n t  may be d i f f e r e n t .  For e x a m p l e ,  b o t h  t h e  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  

and t h e  C o n g r e s s  may need  e v a l u a t i v e  i n f o r m a t i o n  o n  p rogram 

e f f e c t i v e n e s s .  B u t  w h i l e  t h e  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ' s  need  c o u l d  p e r h a p s  

be s a t i s f i e d  w i t h  e v a l u a t i o n  s t u d i e s  t h a t  a re  n o t  g e n e r a l i z a b l e  t o  
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the program as a whole, generalizable information might be pre- 

cisely what a congressional authorizing committee would need to 

have. 

Similarly, a unit of analysis requirement at the state level 

that might yield sufficient information for an agency head's or 

congressional committee's problem monitoring activity might not be 

sufficiently sensitive for a program manager's or legislative 

agency's analytical needs. In the oversight of a criminal justice 

program, for example, it might be sufficient fo r  a congressional 

committee to have state-level data on crime rates. To be useful to 

program managers needing to understand program activity results and 

implement changes in the program on a site-by-site basis, however, 

these data would have to be broken down much further (by type of 

crime and offender, by season, by time of day, by location, for 

example). In order to understand why proactive patrol by police 

has been unsuccessful in, say, shopping malls and to locate it in 

places where it will be successful in reducing crime, program 

managers must have information about the places and times that 

constitute targets of opportunity for particular types of crimes 

and criminals. 

These differences in specific information need and in unit of 

analysis requirement have major implications for the evaluations 

that need to be done to satisfy each user and for the degree to 

which a single evaluation can serve multiple users. In each case, 

therefore, it is important for an evaluator to be able to recognize 

and identify the dimensions of each evaluation user's information 

need and, as a result, to make conscious decisions in the design 
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phase about what information will or will not be obtained and 

available to that user. 

On the other hand, it seems clear that some evaluations, at 

least, can address the information needs of many users. For 

example, a study of the effectiveness of past efforts to solve 

a problem, which a producer (i.e., program manager or legislative 

agency) would prepare to justify a proposed new program, could be 

useful to all evaluation reviewers and users without any change in 

the content of the analysis. 

But which are the types of evaluation that support the 

specific activities and information needs of evaluation users? Put 

another way, what kinds of evaluations are now routinely performed 

and  what are the indicators for the  relevance to the s p e c i f i c  pro- 

gram or policy information needs of individual evaluation users? 

Flow are Specific Types of Evaluation Studies 

Linked to Specific Program and Policy 

Information Needs? 

The Evaluation Research Society (ERS Standards Committee, 

1982) has identified six types of routinely conducted evaluation 

studies. These are: 

(1) Front-end analysis 

This is evaluative work that is typically done before deciding 

to move ahead with a new program. 

( 2 )  Evaluability assessment 

This examines the logic of a program's assumptions and activi- 

ties in terms of its objectives, describes the characteristics of 

program implementation, determines the feasibility and usefulness 
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of performing an evaluation of the program's effectiveness, and, if 

the latter determination is positive, lays the groundwork for such 

an evaluation. In that sense, an evaluability assessment may be 

the first phase of a larger evaluation effort. 

( 3 )  Process evaluation 

This is a form of evaluation that either stands alone or is 

developed in combination with another type of evaluation. As a 

stand-alone, its purpose is usually to analyze the processes of 

program implementation -- management strategies, operations, costs, 
interactions among clients and practitioners, error rates and so 

forth -- so as to improve them. In combination with another 

evaluation type (most often an effectiveness evaluation), its 

purposes may include (a) helping to determine the design of the 

effectiveness evaluation or (b) helping to explain its findings. 

In the first case, the process evaluation will precede the 

effectiveness evaluation, in the second, the two will be 

coordinated more or less simultaneously. 

( 4 )  Effectiveness or impact evaluation 

This type of evaluation seeks to find out how well a program 

is working. To do this, it is necessary to be able to show that 

any changes observed are in fact a result of the program, rather 

than of other factors or forces. This means that the design for 

this kind of evaluation needs to include a basis for comparison 

that permits an understanding of what conditions would have been 

the absence of the program. 

( 5 )  Program and problem monitoring 

This type of evaluation t r a c k s  progress (long-term or short- 

term) in the areas of changes in the problem addressed by the pro- 
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gram, program compliance with policy, service delivery, numbers of 

clients served, etc. Administrative data systems that can be very 

useful to all types and many phases of evaluation, often develop 

around the program and problem monitoring effort. 

( 6 )  Metaevaluation or evaluation sy-nthesis 

This is a form of evaluation that uses existing evaluations to 

determine what has been learned about a program. Depending on the 

availability of evaluations and other empirical work, this type of 

evaluation can address many different evaluation questions, includ- 

ing those about the effectiveness of the program and about the 

extent of existing knowledge in a given program or problem area. 

To this may be added a seventh type of evaluation which is - the 

case study. This evaluation strategy is less well defined than the 

ones identified earlier. For the purposes of this paper, it can be 

called "an analytic description of an event, a process, an institu- 

tion or a program" (Hoaglin et al, 1982). A case study may use one 

of the six forms given by the ERS standards, but it always has the 

s p e c i a l  characteristic of yielding rich, in-depth information about 

an individual instance of a program or process. The evaluative 

case study can be used as a stand-alone (e.g., to invalidate a 

conventionally accepted hypothesis); i n  combination with another 

evaluation (e.g., to examine how findings from individual cases may 

relate to national findings); or cumulatively (e.g., to build up 

evidence piece by piece when a program is so complex or large-scale 

that evaluation of the whole is infeasible or must be delayed). 

When these seven types of program evaluation studies are 

linked with the five types of activities generating evaluative 
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information needs (shown in Table 111, this gives a general idea of 

the number and kinds of purposes that program evaluations can serve 

for the six groups of users identified earlier (see Table I). 

Table I11 indicates some of the possible linkages. 

Several points are immediately obvious in examining Table 111. 

First, program and problem monitoring data are useful for every one 

of the five types of activities. This is because such data can 

help establish the range and frequency of a problem (before it has 

even been decided to propose a program), can inform on progress in 

implementing and managing the program, can be used -- in conjunc- 
tion with other efforts -- to determine the effectiveness of both 
the program as a whole (administrative time series data can be 

critical here) and its implementation or management, and is the 

instrument of choice €or maintaining a minimum level of awareness 

of ongoing progress in either the program itself or the problem it 

is intended to address. 

A second point is that establishing the effectiveness of a 

program can involve all seven types of evaluation, some of them 

used in conjunction with each other. This underscores the diffi- 

culty of demonstrating program effectiveness, the usefulness of 

employing several different methods in the same evaluation to 

better assure that demonstration, and the frequent costliness of 

these evaluations. (However, it is also the case that, as dis- 

cussed earlier, the cost is usually directly related to the con- 

clusiveness needed for the findings: where the information needed 

does not have to be the firmest possible, an evaluation synthesis 

alone could suffice. On the other hand, process evaluations, 
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TvDe o f  Activitv 

Process Effectiveness or 
Evaluation Impact Evaluation 

Generating, 
Evaluative 
Information 
Need 

Prograin and 
Protilein Monitot ing 

Planniny and 
Rationalizing 
a Program and 
I t s  Evaluation 

X 

X 

Implementing 
and Managing 
a Program 

X 

X 

Justifying the 
E ffectiveners 
of Program 
Implementation 
and Management 

Demonstrating 
the Effectiveness 
o f  a Program 

Measuring 
Ongoing 
Prohlem/Program 
Progress 

i 

Seven T w e s  of Prouraiii Evaluations 

Front end 
Analysis 

X 

X 

X 

E vi11 i ia hi1 i t y 
Assessinent 

X 

X 

X I I X 

X X 

Case Study 
Evaluation 

Metaevaluation or 
Evaluation Synthesis 

I I X 

X I 

Table I l l .  Linkage of  Program Evaluation Types w i th  Evaluative 
Informat ion Needs of User Groups 



monitoring, front-end evaluation, and evaluability assessments, 

used alone, cannot normally supply evidence of effectiveness 

adequate for, say, the legislative oversight function). 

Third, five types of evaluation -- front-end, process, moni- 
toring, evaluation synthesis, and case study --! are quite versatile 

with regard to their applications to user activities; all have 

three or more applications. Evaluability assessments and effec- 

tiveness evaluations are somewhat more restricted with regard to 

the roles they can play. 

In terms of the three policy purposes discussed earlier, 

although seven types of evaluation serve the needs of account- 

ability (as reflected in the demonstration of implementation, 

management or program effectiveness), and four types serve policy 

execution, only t h r e e  serve the needs of policy formulation ( i . e . ,  

planning and rationalizing a program) in the executive branch. 

This is especially striking in that policy execution (i.e., imple- 

menting and managing a program) is the activity of only one type of 

evaluation user (see Table 11) the program manager, while that of 

policy formulation is common to all three executive branch users. 

This is not to say that front-end analysis, problem monitoring, and 

metaevaluation are not powerful tools in support of policy 

formulation. But given the nearly exclusive production role of 

program managers in the executive branch (see Table 111, it is not 

apparent how these evaluations -- which could help in major ways to 
assist the decisionmaking of agency heads, central budgetary and 

policy authorities -- can be or are being developed. Here, one 

sees a major advantage of the Canadian system which focuses the 
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e n t i r e  a u t h o r i t y  and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  e v a l u a t i o n  ( i . e . ,  b o t h  f o r  

p r o d u c t i o n  and for  u s e )  o n  t h e  d e p u t y  head  o f  a n  agency .  

Wi th  r e g a r d  t o  l e g i s l a t i v e  users, t h e  l a c k  o f  e v a l u a t i o n s  

s u p p o r t i n g  p o l i c y  f o r m u l a t i o n  i n  t h e  e x e c u t i v e  b r a n c h  p u t s  t h e  o n u s  

on t h o s e  o t h e r  e v a l u a t i o n  p r o d u c e r s ,  t h e  l e g i s l a t i v e  a g e n c i e s ,  t o  

f i l l  t h e  v o i d .  U n f o r t u n a t e l y ,  t h e  o v e r s i g h t  n e e d s  f o r  e v a l u a t i v e  

i n f o r m a t i o n  have  b e e n  so  ove rwhe lming ,  and t h e  l e g i s l a t i v e  a g e n c i e s  

h a v e  b e e n  so u n d e r s t a f f e d  compared t o  t h e  work t h e y  need  t o  accom- 

p l i s h ,  t h a t  l e g i s l a t i v e  i n f o r m a t i o n  r e q u i r e m e n t s  t o  suppor t  e i t h e r  

c o n g r e s s i o n a l  o r  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  proposals  f o r  new programs -- f o r  

example ,  how needed  are  t h e y ?  w h a t  is  known about p a s t  e f f o r t s  to  

a d d r e s s  them? a r e  t h e y  f e a s i b l e ?  w i l l  t h e y  b r i n g  t h e  e x p e c t e d  

r e s u l t s ?  -- may w e l l  b e  o n e  of t h e  most s i g n i f i c a n t  areas n e e d i n g  

r e i n f o r c e d  e m p h a s i s  by  program e v a l u a t o r s .  T h i s  t a k e s  o n  added  

i m p o r t a n c e  as  complex p r o p o s a l s  f o r  new p rograms  b e g i n  t o  a c c o u n t  

f o r  more and more o f  t h e  n a t i o n a l  b u d g e t  d o l l a r s  and  a s  s c i e n t i s t s  

and e n g i n e e r s  c o n t i n u e  t o  d e v e l o p  more and more complex  t e c h -  

n o l o g y .  T h i s  is  e s p e c i a l l y  t r u e  i n  t h e  d e f e n s e  sector  of t h e  

b u d g e t .  Y e t  i t  is  p r e c i s e l y  i n  d e f e n s e  p r o g r a m s  t h a t  e x p l a n a t i o n s ,  

j u s t i f i c a t i o n s ,  and s u p p o r t i n g  d a t a  f o r  new p r o g r a m s  have  n o t  o n l y  

been  i n  s h o r t  s u p p l y ,  b u t  have  also b e e n  p r e s e n t e d  -- a t  l e a s t  

s i n c e  t h e  1 9 6 0 ' s  -- i n  terms o f  h i g h l y  o p t i m i s t i c  and  e v e n  m i s -  

l e a d  i n g  r a t i o n a l e  s. 

A n o t h e r  r e a s o n  why e v a l u a t o r s  s h o u l d  pay  more a t t e n t i o n  t o  

f r o n t - e n d  a n a l y s i s  and t o  t h e  n e e d s  o f  p o l i c y  f o r m u l a t i o n  i n  b o t h  

b r a n c h e s  of gove rnmen t  is  t h a t  t h e  b e n e f i t s  o f  e a r l y  p r o b l e m  

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  c o n s i d e r a b l y  o u t w e i g h  t h e i r  c o s t ,  e s p e c i a l l y  f rom 
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the taxpayer's point of view. While establishing program effects 

is a very important function €or evaluation in support of over- 

sight, it is also costly and often unsuccessful because the program 

is so far along and its advocates are so well entrenched. This is 

all the more reason for evaluators to try harder to ensure the 

presence of sound information early on in the executive and legis- 

lative branch debates about new programs. 

Summag and Conclusions 

This paper has sought to establish a framework by which to 

link types of evaluation with managers' and policymakers' informa- 

tion needs. This involved, first, identifying three broad policy 

or program purposes which evaluations may serve (that is, policy 

formulation, policy execution, and accountability); pinpointing six 

types of evaluation user groups that generate evaluative require- 

ments; and then characterizing those evaluative information needs 

with respect to new as well as operational programs. This analysis 

describes the foundation, or the strategic demand, for evaluation 

in public policy and decisionmaking at the federal level. In addi- 

tion, since each example of information need is directly related to 

the function or role of a particular user, the likely relevance to 

other users of each piece of evaluative information can thus be 

tracked. 

Next, five categories of activities generating evaluative 

information needs were derived from the analysis, activities that 

can be linked to current practice in program evaluation. The six 

user groups were collapsed into four on the basis of their producer 

or user role in evaluation, and then the activity categories 
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requiring information support were examined in terms both of their 

distribution across groups and the role of the groups with regard 

to production, review, or use of the needed evaluative information. 

The results of this second analysis add more precision to the 

question of the multiple use of a single evaluation and suggest 

that many users can benefit from information needed for all the 

five activities. However, the type of need and the appropriate 

unit of analysis may be different. 

Seven frequently performed types of program evaluation were 

then identified and linked with the five activities driving evalua- 

tive information needs, giving more precise indicators with regard 

to multiple use of the same evaluation. First, program and problem 

monitoring information appears to be useful for every one of the 

five types of activities. Second, five types of evaluation -- 
front-end, process, monitoring, evaluation synthesis, and case 

study -- seem quite versatile with regard to their applications to 
user activities, whereas evaluability assessments and effectiveness 

evaluations are somewhat more narrowly focused with regard to the 

roles they can play. 

Other points resulting from the analysis are: 

0 the importance for the evaluator to be familiar with as 

many types of evaluation as possible when designing efforts 

to establish program effectiveness; 

a the currently better targeting of types of evaluation to 

accountability and policy execution than to legislative and 

especially, executive policy formulation; and 
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t h e  need  €or  eva lua to r s  t o  d e v o t e  more e f f o r t  t o  working i n  

t h e  p o l i c y  f o r m u l a t i o n  a r ea ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y ,  i n  a n a l y z i n g  t h e  

j u s t i f i c a t i o n s  f o r  new p r o g r a m s  and p o l i c i e s .  

E v a l u a t i o n  t o  s u p p o r t  p o l i c y  f o r m u l a t i o n  i s  e s p e c i a l l y  i m p o r t a n t  

when p rograms  are  c o n t r o v e r s i a l ,  o r  i n v o l v e  major t e c h n i c a l  

u n c e r t a i n t y .  

S e v e r a l  p r o b l e m s  need  t o  be  overcome i f  proposed new p rograms  

a re  t o  r e c e i v e  b e t t e r  e v a l u a t i v e  s c r u t i n y  e a r l y  enough  t o  be 

u s e f u l .  F i r s t ,  t h e r e  is  c u r r e n t l y  l i t t l e  e f f e c t i v e  demand f o r  s u c h  

s c r u t i n y  and few e f f e c t i v e  p r o d u c e r s  of t h e  needed  i n f o r m a t i o n .  

Second ,  t i m e f r a m e s  f o r  t h i s  k i n d  o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  are  t y p i c a l l y  

s h o r t ,  and e v a l u a t o r s  w i l l  need  t o  a d j u s t  to  t h a t  c o n s t r a i n t .  

F i n a l l y ,  t h e r e  seems t o  be  no i n s t i t u t i o n a l  e x e c u t i v e  b r a n c h  

mechanism f o r  p r o d u c i n g  t h i s  i n f o r m a t i o n  and  a n  appropr i a t e  l o c u s  

f o r  t h e  a c t i v i t y  would need  t o  b e  found .  

A s  t h i n g s  s t a n d ,  i t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  l e g i s l a t i v e  a g e n c i e s  w i l l  be  

a s k e d  t o  d e v o t e  more and more o f  t h e i r  resources t o  p o l i c y  fo rmula -  

t i o n  work. I f  t h i s  s h o u l d  c o n t i n u e ,  t h e  b a l a n c e  o f  a n a l y t i c a l  

power -- as  be tween  t h e  e x e c u t i v e  and l e g i s l a t i v e  b r a n c h e s  o f  

gove rnmen t  -- c o u l d  e v e n t u a l l y  b e  t r a n s f o r m e d ,  u n l e s s  t h e r e  i s  a 

c o n c o m i t a n t  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  a s i m i l a r  resource i n  t h e  e x e c u t i v e  

b r a n c h .  S i n c e  t h i s  would l e a v e  t h e  e x e c u t i v e  b r a n c h  a t  a s i g n i f i -  

c a n t  d i s a d v a n t a g e  as  i t  p r o p o s e s  new p r o g r a m s  t o  implement  Adminis- 

t r a t i o n  p o l i c y ,  i t  seems r e a s o n a b l e  t o  e x p e c t  t h a t ,  over t h e  l o n g  

t e r m ,  more c a r e f u l  e v a l u a t i v e  s c r u t i n y  by t h e  l e g i s l a t i v e  b r a n c h  

s h o u l d  h e l p  p r o d u c e  improved p o l i c y  f o r m u l a t i o n  i n  gove rnmen t  

g e n e r a l l y .  T h i s  is a n  outcome d e v o u t l y  t o  be  w i s h e d .  
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